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REMARKS 

Initially, Applicant notes that the remarks and amendments made in this response are 
consistent with those presented to the Examiner by telephone on May 20, 2008. Accordingly, 
entry of this amendment and reconsideration of the pending claims is respectfully requested. 

By this paper, claims 31 and 32 have been amended while no claims have been added or 
canceled, such that claims 8-13 and 24-32 remain pending, of which claims 8 and 24 are the only 
independent claims at issue. 

The Office Action, mailed March 20, 2008, considered and rejected claims 8-13 and 24- 
32. Claims 8-12 and 24-29 were rejected under 35 § U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cragun et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,973,683) in view of Farley et al. (U.S. Publ. No. 2003/0233651), 
Goddard (U.S. Publ. No. 2004/0123135), and Worth (U.S. Patent No. 5,881,225). Claims 13 and 
20 were rejected under 35 § U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cragun, Farley, Goddard 
and Worth, and further in view of Iverson et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,938,005.). 1 

As reflected in the above claim listing, Applicant's claims are generally directed to 
controlling access to a directory associated with entertainment content. Claim 8, for example, 
recites a method of controlling a user's access to a directory associated with particular 
entertainment content using a security group particular to the entertainment content. In the 
method, the particular entertainment content is executed by the entertainment system. In 
response to the execution, a security group for the entertainment content is created. The security 
group is then stored in association with the particular entertainment content. The directories 
associated with the entertainment content then have a full access deny applied to them based, the 
full access deny being associated with the security group. An entertainment content definition 
file that defines a rating level and one or more content descriptors for the particular 
entertainment content and user access settings for a particular user that define a rating level and 
one or more content descriptors, and an updatable rating definition file that defines a rating 
hierarchy and content descriptors for one or more levels within the rating hierarchy are then read. 
Based on the hierarchy defined in the rating definition file, the rating level and content 
descriptors for the particular entertainment content are compared to the rating level and content 
descriptors for the particular user to determine if the user is authorized access to the particular 

1 Although the prior art status of the cited art is not being challenged at this time, Applicant reserves the right to challenge the 
prior art status of the cited art at any appropriate time, should it arise. Accordingly, any arguments and amendments made herein 
should not be construed as acquiescing to any prior art status of the cited art. 
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entertainment content. If the particular user is not allowed to access the particular entertainment 
content, the particular user is added as a member of the security group. After the security group 
has been created, access is denied to the directory associated with the particular entertainment 
content based on the security group created for the particular entertainment content and the full 
access deny permission applied to the directory. 

Claim 24, the only other independent claim, is directed to a computer program product 
and storage media corresponding to the method recited in claim 8. 

Now, with regard to the substantive rejections of record, it will be noted that independent 
claim 8, (the only independent method claim) was rejected in view of a combination of 
references, Cragun, Goddard, Farley, and Worth. Cragun discloses a method of controlling 
content in response to a viewer's profile, accumulated viewing time and at least one content 
classification source. Embodiments of Goddard teach a method of setting acceptable content 
rating parameters for filtering content in a ratings-enabled media. Farley is directed to 
presenting a digital message rated by a propriety scheme so that the digital message can be 
played on a playback device in accordance with one of the propriety schemes by association of a 
code with the playback device. Worth is directed to a method for determining whether a user is 
authorized to execute a particular process or particular data in a computer system based on 
authorized groups. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the combination of Cragun, Goddard, Farley, and 
Worth clearly fail to teach or suggest all of the limitations present in claim 8. 

For instance, the Office Action cites Cragun as teaching the element of "... executing 
instruction that compare the rating level and content descriptors for the particular entertainment 
content ..." However, the Office Action further acknowledges that Cragun fails to teach 
"reading an entertainment content definition file that defines a rating level and one or more 
content descriptors for the particular entertainment content" and cites Farley as compensating for 
this failure of Cragun. Notably, if Cragun fails to teach an entertainment content definition file 
(as is acknowledged by the Office), it is therefore not possible that Cragun can teach or suggest 
comparing the nonexistent entertainment content definition file in the manner recited in the 
pending claims. Applicant respectfully submits that Cragun fails to teach the element of based 
on the hierarchy defined in the rating definition file, executing instructions that compare the 
rating level and content descriptors for the particular entertainment content to the rating level and 
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content descriptors for the particular user in determining if the user is authorized access to the 
particular entertainment content, for at least the reason that no rating level and content 
descriptors for the particular entertainment content are disclosed in Cragun. 

Furthermore, the claims require that the elements including creating a security group, 
storing the security group, applying a full access deny, reading an entertainment content 
definition file, reading user access settings, reading an updatable rating definition file, executing 
instructions that compare the rating level and content descriptors for the particular entertainment 
content to the rating level and content descriptors for the particular user, and adding the 
particular user as a member of the security group be done in response to the execution of the 
particular entertainment content. The Office Action fails to indicate how the actions referenced 
in the cited art are performed in response to the execution of the particular entertainment content , 
and Applicant respectfully submits that the referenced actions of the cited art are not performed 
in response to the execution of the content, as required by the pending claims. 

With regard to the reference of Cragun, the entirety of the described content is television 
programming. While television programming may be viewed, there is no disclosure that any 
such programming is executed , and therefore the actions could not take place in response to the 
execution of the content. This is further clarified in dependent claims 31 and 32 which explicitly 
state that the entertainment content is a game and that the execution comprises installing (claim 
31) and running the game (claim 32). Because Cragun does not describe any content being 
executed (let alone the execution of a game), it clearly fails to teach or reasonably support the 
referenced claim elements as recited in combination with the other claim elements. While the 
Office Action cites Goddard as teaching the installation and running of games, the cited 
disclosure reveals a single button on an interface that reads "Games." Such disclosure therefore 
merely acknowledges the existence of games, but fails to teach or suggest the installation of a 
game or that the game is being run by the system. Furthermore, the mere disclosure of a game 
fails to compensate for the Cragun not disclosing the elements being performed in response to 
the execution of the entertainment content/game. 

Like Cragun, Worth fails to teach the taking of action in response to the execution of the 
entertainment content. In Worth, users are added to groups based on an administrative user's 
input. Such groups are not set up in response to any entertainment content, but are instead set up 
at the time the user is created or at a later convenient time. Likewise, the application of the 
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security system policies described in Worth fail to teach that policies are applied in response to 
the execution of the content. Instead, Worth describes that security policies are present and can 
be assigned, but never details how or when they are applied. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully submits that the other rejections to the 
claims are now moot and do not, therefore, need to be addressed individually at this time. It will 
be appreciated, however, that this should not be construed as Applicant acquiescing to any of the 
purported teachings or assertions made in the last action regarding the cited art or the pending 
application, including any official notice. Instead, Applicant reserves the right to challenge any 
of the purported teachings or assertions made in the last action at any appropriate time in the 
future, should the need arise. Furthermore, to the extent that the Examiner has relied on any 
Official Notice, explicitly or implicitly, Applicant specifically requests that the Examiner 
provide references supporting the teachings officially noticed, as well as the required motivation 
or suggestion to combine the relied upon notice with the other art of record. 

In the event that the Examiner finds remaining impediment to a prompt allowance of this 
application that may be clarified through a telephone interview, the Examiner is requested to 
contact the undersigned attorney at (801) 533-9800. 



Dated this 19 th day of June, 2008. 
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